per shot. Has rapid cutting therefore led to a "post-classical" breakdown of spatial continuity? Certainly, some action sequences are cut so fast (and staged so gracelessly) as to be incomprehensible.9 Nonetheless, many fast-cut sequences do remain spatially coherent, as in the Die Hard, Speed, and Lethal Weapon movies. (The illegibility of some action scenes is partly traceable to misjudging what will read well on the big screen, as I'll suggest below.)
More important, no film is one long action sequence. Most scenes present conversations, and here fast cutting is applied principally to shot/reverse-shot exchanges. How else could Ordinary People (1980) attain an ASL of 6.1 seconds, Ghost (1991) one of 5.0 seconds, and Almost Famous (2000) one of 3.9 seconds? Editors tend to cut at every line and insert more reaction shots than we would find in the period 1930-1960.
Admittedly, by building dialogue scenes out of brief shots, the new style has become slightly more elliptical, utilizing fewer establishing shots and longheld two-shots. As Kuleshov and Pudovkin pointed out, classical continuity contains built-in redundancies: shot/reverse shots reiterate the information about character position given in the establishing shot, and so do eyelines and body orientation. For the sake of intensifying the dialogue exchange, filmmakers have omitted some of the redundancies provided by establishing shots. At the same time, though, fast-cut dialogue has reinforced premises of the 180-degree staging system. When shots are so short, when establishing shots are brief or postponed or nonexistent, the eyelines and angles in a dialogue must be even more unambiguous, and the axis of action must be strictly respected.
Bipolar extremes of lens lengths
From the 1910s to the 1940s, the normal lens used in feature filmmaking in the U.S. had a focal length of 50mm, or two inches. Longer lenses, from 100mm to 500mm or more, were commonly used for close-ups, particularly soft-focus ones, and for following swift action at a distance, such as animals in the wild. Shorter The long-focus lens became and has remained an all-purpose tool, available to frame close-ups, medium shots, over-the-shoulder shots, and even establishing shots (Figs. 1-2) . Altman, Milos Forman, and other directors might use long lenses for nearly every setup in a scene. The new lenses yielded several stylistic byproducts, such as the "wipe-by" cut.13 Here a longlens shot picks out a figure, and then something closer to the camera (traffic, a tree being dollied past) slides into view; cut as our view is completely masked; when the obtrusion leaves the frame, we have a closer framing of the figure (Figs. 3-5) . Similarly, the long lens encouraged the self-conscious rack-focusing that came to prominence in the 1960s and that in more recent years has been orchestrated with figure movement to create shifting compositions in depth (Figs. 6-8) .
From the 1960s onward, exploiting the extremes of lens lengths became a hallmark of intensified continuity. For Bonnie and Clyde, Arthur Penn used lenses from 9.8mm to 400mm (1967 
More close framings in dialogue scenes
From the 1930s well into the 1960s, directors often played out stretches of scenes in a plan americain, which cut off actors at the knee or mid-thigh level. This framing allowed for lengthy two-shots favoring the players' bodies. After the 1960s, such two-shots were often replaced by "singles": medium shots or close-ups showing only one player. Of course singles were also a common option during the studio years, but in recent decades filmmakers have been inclined to build scenes largely out of singles. Singles allow the director to vary the scene's pace in editing and to pick the best bits of each actor's performance. 17 If a scene relies on rapidly cut singles, the filmmaker must find fresh ways to emphasize certain lines or facial reactions. The standard tactic is to differentiate shot scales, but again, post-1960s filmmakers faced a compressed range of options. The 1940s filmmaker could treat a single figure in plan americain, medium shot (waist-up), medium close-up (chest-up), standard close-up (full face), and extreme close-up (part of the face). As plans americains and ensemble framings became less common, the norms were re-weighted; in many films the baseline framing for a dialogue became a roomy over-the-shoulder medium shot. So the filmmaker began to work along a narrower scale, from medium two-shot to extreme close-up single. When widescreen processes were introduced, filmmakers often felt obliged to rely on long shots and medium shots, but by the late 1960s, thanks partly to Panavison's sharper, less distorting lenses, directors could present closer widescreen framings. Indeed, the wide format gives close singles a real advantage: the tendency to place the actor's face off-center leaves a fair amount of the scene's locale visible, which lessens the need for establishing and reestablishing long shots. When actors change position, a reestablishing shot may not be needed: with tight framings, performer movement is often a matter of "clearing" a medium shot. (Actor A exits in the foreground, passing in front of B; hold on B for a moment before we cut to A arriving in 6. LA Confidential: In a long-lens two-shot, Exley tells his captain he'll break the suspects.
7. As he turns and pauses determinedly, we rack focus to him. 
A free-ranging camera
When we do find longer takes and fuller framings, the camera is usually in motion. Camera movement became a mainstay of popular cinema with the coming of sound, seen not only in the flamboyant tracking or crane shot which often opened the movie but also in those subtle reframings left and right which kept the characters centered. Today's camera movements are ostentatious extensions of the camera mobility generalized during the 1930s.
There is, for example, the prolonged following shot, where we track a character moving along a lengthy path. These virtuoso shots were developed in the 1920s, became prominent at the start of sound cinema (The Threepenny Opera, 1931; Scarface, 1932, and the like), and formed the stylistic signature of Ophuls and Kubrick. Bravura following shots became a fixed feature of the work of Scorsese, John Carpenter, De Palma, and other New Hollywood directors. Partly because of these influential figures, and thanks to lighter cameras and stabilizers like Steadicam, the shot pursuing one or two characters down corridors, through room after room, indoors and outdoors and back again, has become ubiquitous. 21 The same thing has happened with the crane shot, which formerly marked a film's dramatic high point but which now serves as casual embellishment. It enlivens montage sequences and expository moments: from a high angle, a scene opens with a car arriving, and then we crane down as someone gets out and walks to a building. "If somebody goes for a piss these days," Mike Figgis remarks, "it's usually a crane shot." 22 Today's camera prowls even if nothing else budges.23 Slowly or swiftly, the camera will track up to a player's face (the "push-in"). Push-ins not only underscore a moment of realization but also build continuous tension, as when a shot/reverse-shot passage is handled by intercutting two push-ins. The master shot will often be an inching track forward or sidewise, the "moving master." Or the camera may arc slowly around a single actor or a couple.24 A common variant is to start a sequence with an arcing or sidelong movement past a foreground element, a building or car or tree, with the camera revealing the subject. Whereas a 1930s scene might open on a close-up of a significant object and track back, contemporary filmmakers begin with an inconsequential part of the set and, as if a curtain were pulled aside, the camera glides leftward or rightward to unmask the action.
By the mid-1990s, a very common way to present people gathered around any table-dinner table, card  table, operating table- The determining factor for selecting a particular shot is frequently, "Can you register the expression in the actor's eyes?" If you can't, you will tend to use the next closer shot, even though the wider shot may be more than adequate when seen on the big screen.40
In sum, video-based production tools may have reinforced filmmakers' inclination to emphasize singles and closer views, which are more legible in video displays all along the line.41
As strong an influence as television was on intensified continuity, it is probably one of several. We shouldn't forget the example of prestigious filmmakers such as Welles and Hitchcock, whose works abound in the techniques that would coalesce into intensified continuity. 
